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Review of ES: New England Quarry

1. Introduction

The Terra Firma Consultancy were commissioned by Save Our South Hams in
April 2010 to undertake a brief review of the Landscape and Visual Effects
(Chapter 11 of the Environmental Statement (ES) prepared by SLR Consulting
on behalf of Save Our South Hams for the proposed New England Quarry
Resource Recovery Centre (RRC).

This report sets out tveryhbpaiassessmenvobandd Terr a Fi
opinion on the Landscape and Visual Aspects of the ES submitted by SLR, along

with opinion on other aspects of the Planning Application we see to be of

relevance. It raises many questions and in the light of our recent work assessing

the Cornwall Energy Recovery Centre application on behalf of Cornwall County

Council (where we are currently appearing at Public Inquiry) we see many flaws.

In the absence of time and resources available to allow us to undertake further
studies of our own, we very much hope that this will assist the Planning Authority
in scrutinizing the applicationds | andscape

2. Existing Site:

2.1 It is our understanding that since operations ceased in 1995/96 at the New
England Quarry, approved restoration plans have yet to be implemented.

2.2 There is existing permission for minerals extraction on pasture to east, granted in
1993. Minerals extraction is very different operation to the proposed RRC, and
should not be used as a justification for development. With extraction any
permissions presumably would include restoration and replanting proposals:
something that cannot be undertaken with RRC.

2.3 There is an existing permission for a bridge crossing the river, but this appears to
be of a similar size to the existing road bridge, and should not be taken as a
precedent for the proposed bridge which is more than double the width of the
road bridge. It is our understanding that in times of high flood the road bridge is
impassable.

3. Design and Access Statement:

3.1 The D& A Statement states that the development is located dn the context of the
ribbon development of the A380 As the centre of main site area is 1km from A38,
is there any planning policy re. ribbon development to back up their claim?

3.2 The focus of description on page 5 & 7 of the surrounding area is on the
industrial uses only. This is misleading as the South Hams area is a
predominantly rural area and the site is set within the lowland plain character
area of South Devon.

The terra firma Consultancy 2



Review of ES: New England Quarry

4. Planning Supporting Statement:
41 PPS1

There is far emphasis on protection of existing environment in PPS 1 that is
mentioned in they mention.

i.e. Planning should facilitate and promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of
ur ban and rur al devel opment byéprotecting a
historic environment, the quality and character of the countryside, and existing
communitieso

o 06The Government is committed to protecting
natural and historic environment, in both rural and urban areas. Planning policies
should seek to protect and enhance the quality, character and amenity value of
the countryside and urban areas as a whole. A high level of protection should be
given to most valued townscapes and landscapes, wildlife habitats and natural
resources. Those with national and international designations should receive the
highest | evel of protection.

o &ignificant adverse impacts on the environment should be avoided and
alternative options which might reduce or el |

o PPS1 states i n 6Designd6 (section 34) t hat
positively to making places better for people. Design which is inappropriate in its
context, or which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the
character and quality of an area and the way it functions, should not be
accepted. 6

o And that O0Key objectivebBatshoeVvVedl opoméntdeérasmy
their I ocal context and create or reinforce
attractive as a result of good architecture and appropriate landscaping. 6

4.2 PPS7

Again there is far emphasis on protection of existing environment and character
in PPS 7 that they mention.

o Objectives for rural areas set out by the Government in PPS 7 include the need
0 To rtheigsabty of life and the environment in rural areas through the
promotion of good quality, sustainable development that respects and, where
possible, enhances local distinctiveness and the intrinsic qualities of the
countryside; and continued protection of the open countryside for the benefit of
all, with the highest level of protection for our most valued landscapes and

environmental resources?o.
o And O6To promote more sustainable patterns o
devel opment of o6greenfielddé | and, and, where

is not used wastefully; promoting a range of uses to maximise the potential
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4.3

4.4

441

benefits of the countryside fringing urban areas; and providing appropriate leisure
opportunities to enable urban and rural dwel|

WLP Appendix 1: Site Requirements for Waste Management Facilities: Policy
A1.9 Incineration with Energy Recovery states that a ¢-acility should normally be
located within an industrial area or brownfield site so as to minimise disturbanced

It is stated in section 169 that the site is not a greenfield site. This is incorrect as
the access road runs through a greenfield site, and part of the water attenuation
proposals are on a greenfield site.

Regional level: Draft Regional Spatial Strategy 2008
No mention is made of relevant Policy SD3:

Policy SD3 (The Environment and Natura | Resources) states that
environment and natural resources will be protected and enhanced by: positive

planning and design to set development within and to enhance the local

character (including setting development within the landscape of the historic
environment) é9o

The policy also states that 6PooOT design <ca
character and distinctiveness, eroding a sense of place. Reductions in tranquillity
and increased light pollution are other effects that are apparent in the South
West. If care is not taken, the result will be harm to the special environments and
|l andscapes for which the South West is value

Devon County Waste Local Plan
Provision of Waste Management Facilities:
Chapter 5 Section 5.2.1.3 states

In identifying suitable sites for new or enhanced waste management facilities,
Paragraph 200f PPS10suggest s t hat a Abroad range of |
industrial siteso be cons iedtearpdodity begiven| e Par ag
t o fAtulrsee rod previously developed | ando. Howev
undertook its site identification process prior to publication of PPS 10, regard was

had to Paragraphs A50-58 of PPG 10 which provided guidance on the location of

waste management facilities, with the following types of site suggested as being

appropriate:

i ndustrial areas, especially those contain
industrial uses
A degraded, contaminated or derelict | and
A wor ki ngdaunqdarrisso r k e
A existing landfill sites
A existing or redundant sites or buildings
A sites previously occupied by other types o
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A other suitable sites |l ocated close to rail:
major junctions in the road network.

In addition, avoidance of the following types of site was recommended in PPG

10:
A sites protected by national and regional p
A other attractive and open rural areas.

Whilst site is a worked out quarry, the site extends to more than simply this land
use, and is not located near to usable road network (without extensive
construction), railway or water.

4.4.2 Appendix 1: Site Requirements for Waste Management Facilities
Policy A1.9 Incineration with Energy Recovery

The following is an extract from the policy (which discusses advantages,
disadvantages and site requirements):

Disadvantage: Buildings are often large and obtrusive

Site requirements include:

- Facilities will require high levels of screening, and large facilities should not be placed in
prominent positions.

Given these statements, then in Appendix 2: Identification of the site why is
visual impact not included in the criteria for selection?

With the potential for being highly obtrusive in the landscape due to height, scale

and massing,it cano6ét be assumed that every site is
of visual impact from an EfW facility. Another site might have been better in

terms of visual impact.

It is our opinion that the Site Search is flawed by the lack of consideration of
visual impact, one of the key issues of a development of this size.

In terms of landscape impact, only designated landscapes are mentioned in the
criteria.

4.4.3 DC Waste Local Plan Chapter 6 Core Policies

Extract from POLICY WPC1.:

When assessing a planning application for a waste management facility, regard will be
had to:

(iv) whether any potential adverse effects on the environment which cannot be mitigated
are outweighed by wider environmental benefits.

We do not feel that the adverse impact of the proposals in this location is
overridden by the need for the facility.

Policy WP2 still doesnodot addr ess,whichstual i mpa
should given that this is one of the key issues in a development of this size.
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As a similar example Cornwall County Waste Local Plan devotes an entire
Appendix (7) on setting out a Methodology for assessing the visual impact of an
Energy from Waste Plant0 Their Policy L6A recognises the significant visual and
landscape impact that then EfW will have and sets out particular situations where
planning permission would not be granted.

4.4.4 DC Waste Local Plan Chapter 7 Detailed Policies

Chapter 7 Section 7.3.7.4 states:

Policy CO10 of the Devon StructurePlanst at es t hat #ALocal Pl ans shoul
sites and features of local nature conservation importance, including landscape features

which provide wildlife corridors, links or stepping stones between habitats, and seek to

protectthese sites and promote their beneficial managen
with the requirements of Regulation 37 of the Habitats Regulations.

It is our opinion that the proposals do indeed run through the wildlife corridor
along the River Yealm and that this should be protected.

4.4.5 Policy WPP15: Areas not covered by Specific Policy Designhations
We are assuming that the site falls into this category.

Policy WPP15 states:

Regardless of whether an area has been designated by specific environmental policies,

proposals for waste management facilities which would cause demonstrable harm to the:
| andscape

A historic character

A local nature conservation i mportance
A recreational value
A archaeological value

will not be permitted unless:

(i) all the impacts of the proposed development have been adequately assessed; and
(ii) there is an overriding need for the facilities that would outweigh that harm; and

(iii) there are no reasonable, less damaging solutions; and

(iv) the development incorporates satisfactory provision for:

A the mitigation of its i mp aceeaten donservatore f orm of ha
of geological or other features, and any subsequent beneficial management
A the recording, excavation andrachatogcaluent report

sites or features to be affected

There is no mention of visual impact in the first list of elements which it should
be, given that this is one of the key issues in a development of this size.

It is our opinion that the scheme is causing demonstrable harm to the landscape
and the historic character particularly in the destruction of Ancient woodland.

The South Hams area is highly valued as a tourist Destination and is our opinion

that there is demonstrable harm to the recreational value of the area. The A38 is

an i mportant tourist route from which peopl e
surrounding area is of high sensitivity.
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4.4.6 Site appropriateness
Waste Local Plan section 7.5.10.11states:
&hen considering the location of an energy from waste facility, it is important to maintain
a balance between the locations of the waste source and the disposal site for the
residues, in accordance with the objective of minimising the transportation of waste. The
appropriate location of a site will be influenced by the size, type and capacity of the plant.
Acceptable sites may be found within existing industrial areas; on areas of brown-land;
on sites formerly occupied by incinerators or power generation facilities; or as part of an
integrated waste management facility where other processing and recovery options
would also take place. The new communities provided for in the Devon Structure Plan
may also provide an opportunity for energy from waste incineration to provide heating for
homes and industry.

And 7.5.10.12:

When considering applications for energy from waste facilities, it is important to consider
the visual impact of the development. Incinerators tend to be large structures comprising
reception, sorting, burning, heat exchange, generating and emission control systems.
The main building and chimney are likely to be tall and therefore visible from the
surrounding area. A considered approach to design, materials, colour, screening and
landscaping will be required.6

It is important to consider what size of facility was being envisaged when these
policies were written? DC must have had some idea in order to assess the
potential sites against criteria. Is the proposed development in line with the
envisaged scheme?

Section 7.5.10.12 Specifically mentions visual impact, butyett hi s wasndt a
criteria in the site search, which it should be, given that this is one of the key
issues in a development of this size.

4.4.7 South Hams Local Plan
ThePl anning Supporting St at eonsgerddthesea snoét seem
all. A perfunctory view shows that SHDC policies 1, 3, 13, and 16 are directly
relevant, if not more.

4.4.8 Section 350.
We feel that the conclusion that the building has a positive effect is incorrect,
given that the visual impact is consistently adverse.

5. Landscape and Visual Impact

5.1 Incomplete baseline survey:
The Landscape Institute and | EMA6s O6Guidel i n.
i mpact Assessment 0pusobsadfieaseline $tualies isttarexdrd t h e
and analyse the existing landscape features, characteristics, the way the
landscape is experienced, and the value or importance of the landscape and
visual resources in the vicinity of the proposed development.6 a n dthet hat 0
Baseline report provides a concise description of the existing character of the site
and its surroumding |l andscapeé

o
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The EIA Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment does not include any
baseline photographic surveys from within the site. The omission of this
information could well lead to incorrect or incomplete conclusions on impact. It
follows that consultees and interested parties may well not appreciate the full
picture and indeed what the full impact of proposals might bring.

On page 7 of the D&A Statement it states that views from within the site are

6generally restrictedbd but this is not possi
illustrated. Conversely which views are unrestricted? It certainly is not possible to

ascertain this from the application documents.

5.2 Landscape Character Assessment
Both Devon and South Hams have produced their own Landscape Character
Assessments which have been referred to.

The site falls into wide character zones in the South Hams LCA: 3B and 4D.

Discussion in the Design and Access statement Site Context 1.3, page 5 would
suggest that the area is broadly industrial, but there is far less reference to the
surrounding rural character, ancient woodland, river valleys etc.

The landscape character area 4D mentions extensive extraction and quarrying,
and long views including pylons, communication masts and other structures, but
3B makes no mention of industry. The EIA states that the site falls in both.

We would suggest that the Applicant should have undertaken a closer landscape
character study of the site and, say 3km surroundings, of their own to refine the
Landscape Character Studies already available, which would show that the
landscape character of the site and the surrounding area is predominantly rural.

5.3 Study Area:

Chapter 11 of the ES has looked at Landscape Designations within a 10km area,
but only seems to have looked at as much extent of visual impact as will fit on the
plan at 1:50,000 on an A3 sheet.

In terms of visual impact, with the stack at 90m high, the scheme is very
substantial.

As has been shown recently the 75m stack of the CERC incinerator scheme in
Cornwall would be visible at a distance of 15km and more.

The scoping (mentioned in ES Section 11.11) mentions need for assessment into
Dartmoor National Park. We don 6t f em@idant has ladkedathhesina p
enough depth.

Views from the South Devon AONB were also mentioned but there is only one

viewpointinthisarea. Agai n we dondét feel that the applic
enough depth.
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11.12 mentions agreed views from Hanger Down and Henlake Down but the
viewpoints used in the ES are not taken from high points of these. We would
suggest that views from the highest points on footpath routes would be more
appropriate, and likely to be what the Dartmoor National Park Authority had
envisaged in discussions.

Western Beacon and Butterdon Hill were also discussed and agreed. Again the
viewpoint from Western Beacon is not taken from the highest point. There is no
evidence of a viewpoint from Butterdon Hill.

Chapter 11 discounts Penn Beacon as it is considered that there is no view.
Without an increased area of the ZTV it is not possible to confirm this and Penn
Beacon is located off the plan.

5.4 How were the viewpoints chosen?
Chapter 11 states the reasoning for the choice of each receptor, but the range
d o e sapp@adr to be comprehensive. In our opinion there should be a 360
degree coverage even if the viewpoints assessed have no view. We would have
expected to see more close views (in the same sort of range of distance as View
M) particularly immediate north, south and east, mid and distant views from SE,
SW, even if there is no available view. Therefore, we feel therefore that there are
important viewpoints that have been omitted.

5.5 Potential receptors
11.15 Mentions Appendix 11/2. This was not available for view through the online
Planning Application pages.

There is only one viewpoint from Erme Plym Trail

11.27 implies that the study area is the extent of the A3 sheet (not the 10km
mentioned in 11.26).

11.28 implies that there is a view from Saltram House but is misleadingly worded
to state that it is not important.

11.32 makes no mention of whether there is a view from Plympton House or not.
5.6 Visual impact
ltishardt o reconcil e the omhfo¢chet anedswithfhe®d®i nt egr at
description of the proposalsas6 c el ebs api egented and being O0di
a n d pasitivéinfluence on its localityband the description of the building as a
dandmarkd
The South West Design Review Panel states that they recognise the potential for
the building to be a landmark. CABE guidance on landmark buildings suggests
that they should contribute positively to views and vistas.

Looking at the visual impact results (section 11.358) viewpoints all have an
impact, with 1 being major, 4 major/ moderate, and 6 moderate.
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The methodology used for impact assessment should consider the full range of

impact from high adverse to high beneficial. The assessment for the proposals

doesn6t st ate adver s ewordimg (ithseassenfed toat tlhey meam t h e
adverse where there is an impact).

Ourinterpretatt on of CABEOGs guidance is that an adve
positive and that the proposals therefore cannot be a landmark, and we disagree
with the SWDRP comments.

Should the stack height be increased to reduce issues of air quality then we
would suggest that the extent of the ZVT will become wider and the visual impact
of the development more adverse.

5.7 ZTV
The Applicants have used a technique where the subtended angle analysis
indicates how much of the field of view is occupied by the development. In
essence it attempts to indicate how the impact of the development falls off with
distance i the further you are away from an object the smaller it appears that the
smaller the subtended angle. On the plans it shows that they are using a vertical
angle and so this doesnodot indicate the sprea

There is an explanation of this in Appendix 11/1 but this appendix was not
available for view through the online Planning Application pages.

Section 11.85 mentions mass and width of development,but t hi s i snét t ake
consideration in the ZTV.

The ZTV plans only show a radius of maximum 8.5km mapped, with only 4.5 km
to the south. The ES mentions a 10km study area but the ZVT is clearly less than
this.

The ZTV plans are also quite unclear and it is difficult to reconcile the colour
scheme to the key.

The Visual Envelope Analysis for Langage Energy Centre extended to a 10km
study area and it is clear from this that the facility was visible at greater distances
(see overleaf). The stack of the Power Station is 25m lower than the application
stack and height of building is 10m lower than the proposed dome. This is
considerably smaller and will therefore have a much lesser Visual Envelope.

It is clear in comparison with the work undertaken for Langage that the

methodology and presentation for the application ZTV underplays the visibility of
the proposals.
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